Alcohol consumption may be associated to a rich social life, but its abuse might be related to a poor social life. This paper investigates whether alcohol consumption is a socially enjoyed good (a complement of social relations) or a substitute for social relations. In particular, it explores whether the answer changes between use and abuse, beer, wine and spirits, youth and adults, controlling or not for family influence and unobserved heterogeneity, and for various forms of social relations. Controlling for a great number of covariates and allowing for non linear and identity-specific family interaction effects, we find that alcohol consumption is a socially enjoyed good. JEL-Classification: C21, D12, I12, Z13
Introduction
Alcohol consumption, and especially alcohol abuse, has significant individual and social costs, since it is related to a number of risky or harmful behaviours, ranging from drunken driving to violence, risky sex, lower school and work performance and health diseases.
1 Both drinking and alcohol abuse may increase as a reaction to the lack of significant social relations, for instance to compensate for a sense of loneliness and isolation. In this case, we would say that alcohol is a substitute for social relations. Tragically, systematic abuse may in turn further disrupt an individual's social network, creating a loop from which it is hard to escape, and whose cost is split between the individual and his or her social network. At the same time, alcohol consumption is often a key ingredient of many social moments, from meals to parties, to socially enjoyed leisure. Thus the amount of drinking may be increasing in the number of friends and, more generally, in the richness of an individual's social life. Drinking together may make social interaction more pleasant and in this case we would say that alcohol consumption and social relations are complements.
2
The first aim of this paper is to investigate whether alcohol consumption and social relations are complements or substitutes, and in particular whether the answer changes for different kinds of alcoholic beverages, for different forms of social relations, for different consumption levels (in particular, use and abuse), and for individuals with different personal and social characteristics. The second aim is to analyse family influence on alcohol consumption, and in particular whether such influence changes for differences in either identity (father, mother and siblings) or consumption level of the other household members.
To identify the effects we are interested in, we control for a great number of individual variables, including demographics, health, habits, education, labour market status and job position, and for characteristics of the social and residential context. We also include a number of controls capturing individual satisfaction with respect to family, friends, leisure, economic situation and previous year comparison. This allows to identify the role of social relations for alcohol consumption on top of differences in unobservables, which are reflected in different satisfaction levels. We further include a number of controls for family composition and, in the case of youths living with their parents, for parental characteristics, so as to make sure that the effects of consumption by other household members are correctly identified.
The main results are the following. First, controlling for all covariates, alcohol consumption is clearly a socially enjoyed good, in the sense that it is positively and significantly correlated to the intensity of social relations. This holds for consumption of wine, beer and spirits, as well as for binge drinking, and it holds for almost any form of social life: friends meeting, going out to shows or to dance, and social and political involvement, all significantly raise alcohol use and abuse. The only exceptions are church attendance, which is negatively and significantly related to all forms of alcohol consumption, and youth binge drinking, for which some social life variables turn out to be insignificant. Second, consumption by other household members is positively and significantly correlated to all forms of alcohol consumption, in all specifications of the model. Third, for water consumption the effect of friends is absent and the effect of some forms of social life (including church attendance) is reversed, confirming that our results are specific to alcohol and do not just reflect a general 'thirst' effect. Yet the effect of consumption by other household members is still present for water, suggesting a general mechanism of family drinking habit formation. Last, all the above effects are confirmed even when we only compare individuals who are similar in terms of general propensity to drink alcohol out of meals, yielding a further indication that it is very unlikely that our findings are driven by unobserved heterogeneity.
The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 discusses some problems in the estimation of social influence, Section 3 presents the data and our empirical strategy, Section 4 presents results and Section 5 concludes.
Estimating social influence
Over the last two decades, more and more attention has been devoted to the estimation of social influence and peer effects in risky behaviours, especially by adolescents and youths. In these studies, scholars have alternatively defined the peer group as the family (Case and Katz, 1991) , the neighborhood (Norton et al., 1998) and the school (Gaviria and Raphael, 2001; Lundborg, 2006; Clark and Lohéac, 2007; Kooreman, 2007) . Strong social interaction effects are usually found, with important asymmetries in influences within and across gender. A number of papers, notably those by Manski (1993 Manski ( , 2000 describe potential econometric and methodological problems in identifying social interactions. Manski (1993) mainly distinguishes between two types of social interaction effects: i) endogenous effects, whereby individual behaviour is influenced by the prevalent behaviour of others in the group and ii) exogenous effects, whereby individual behaviour is affected by the exogenous characteristics or socioeconomic composition of the reference group.
3 The standard econometric specification of social interaction just includes as regressor the average participation to the considered behaviour by other members of the reference group (excluding the individual).
Many of the existing studies on social interactions and risky behaviours use as a measure for peer behaviour the perceived (by the respondent) rather than the actual peer behaviour (Kawaguchi, 2004; Krauth, 2005 Krauth, , 2007 . The use of perceived peer behaviour is problematic since the respondent tends to project his own behaviour on the behaviour of his peers. This may lead to overestimate peer influence. Norton et al. (2003) show that regression estimators are inconsitent when perceived group behaviour is used instead of its correct measure.
Many of the works cited above are related the role of social influences in determining risky behaviours and in particular alcohol or smoking habits, mainly by adolescents and youths. In a vein closer to our approach, DeSimone (2007a,b) estimates the effect of social fraternity and sorority membership on different drinking outcomes and in particular on binge drinking. As we do here, he takes advantage of the richness of the dataset used to control for a large set of proxies for individual preferences in order to account for unobserved heterogeneity. His findings suggests that fraternity and sorority membership are significantly and strongly related to alcohol consumption.
Our approach to the difficulties in estimating social influence is characterised by the following main features. First, we include as regressors both the average behaviour and the exogenous characteristics (e.g. education, job status and position) of the other group members. Second, we have a detailed set of information on parents and siblings. In particular, we consider parents' education, job and drinking. More importantly, information on education, job and drinking behaviour are obtained by parents and siblings themselves. Third, we consider different types of alcohol consumption (wine, beer, spirits and binge drinking) and we use information on the degree of consumption, while the majority of existing papers only study participation. Fourth, differently from almost all of the existing literature, we allow for non-linearities in social pressure by including dummy variables for different degrees of peer group behaviour.
4 Finally, following DeSimone (2007a) we address the unobserved heterogeneity problem by comparing individuals with a similar propensity to consume alcohol out of meals. The combination of all these features allows us to adequately address the above discussed econometric issues.
Data and empirical strategy
Our data originate from the 2002 and 2005 waves of the Survey on aspects of daily life run by the Italian national statistical office (ISTAT). The survey collects a wide range of information on alcohol consumption habits, social relations, personal characteristics and family background for a representative sample of 58,445 Italian individuals, aged 15 to 65 and living together with other household members. To investigate whether young people behave differently from the rest of the population, we separately consider the subsample of youths aged 15-30 and living with their parents, which comprises 14,148 individuals. The list and the definition of all variables, together with summary statistics, are presented in Table 7 (full sample) and Table 8 (youth sample) in the Appendix.
Dependent variables and regressors of interest
In our empirical analysis we exploit the following information contained in the surveys. Our dependent variables are Wine, Beer, Spirits, Water and Binge drinking. The first four reflect ordinal data on consumption of wine, beer, spirits and water, scaled from 1 (no consumption) to 6 (more than one liter per day for wine, beer and water, and more than two shots per day for spirits).
5
Binge drinking is a dummy for having exceeded with alcohol at least once in the last year (having consumed more than 6 glasses of any alcoholic drinks at a single time).
6
Our regressors of interest are measures of social relations/interactions and of consumption by other household members. Among the former variables there is, first of all, the frequency of friends meeting, which may have an important effect on 'drinking together'. If both loneliness and a very rich social life may stimulate alcohol consumption, we might expect a non linear, U-shaped relationship. To allow for it, we include two dummies, one for meeting friends more often than once a week (Friends) and one for meeting friends less often than once a month (No Friends). The reference category is the excluded dummy, for intermediate frequencies of friends meeting.
Second, we consider two dummies, Shows and Dance, capturing going to any kind of shows (cinema, theatre, concerts or sports events) and to dance at least three times a year. Third, we have two dummies, capturing active participation, through either time or money, to any kind of political parties, unions or professional associations (Olson associations), and to any kind of voluntary, cultural or recreational association (Putnam associations) . Fourth, we consider a dummy for religious participation (Church), capturing going to church at least once a month.
Consumption by other household members may be one of the fundamental drivers of individual alcohol consumption, but possibly with non linear effects, which might also be different according to the identity of different household members. We go beyond the simple consideration of the effects of average consumption by other group members, which is traditionally studied in the literature on peer effects, and try to be as specific as possible.
We tackle possible non-linearities by considering three (drink-specific) dummies, called 25-50%, 50-75% and 75-100%, taking value one if the percentage of other household members who are usual drinkers (or binge drinkers) falls between 25 and 50%, between 50 and 75%, and between 75 and 100%, respectively. The reference category comprises individuals, in whose household less than 25% of other members are usual drinkers (or binge drinkers). Usual drinkers are defined as those who drink at least 1-2 glasses per day in the case of wine, beer and 5 Intermediate consumption levels are ranked as follows. For wine, beer and water, 2='only seasonally'; 3='only rarely'; 4='1-2 glasses a day'; 5='between 1/2 lt. and 1 lt. per day'. For spirits, 2='exceptionally'; 3='seldom (less than a few shots per week)'; 4='a few shots per week'; 5='1-2 shots per day'. Spirits include super-alcoholic and bitter liquors (Italian amari).
6 Data on Binge drinking is only available in 2005. This reduces the full sample and the youth subsample to 26,412 and 6,424 individuals, respectively. water, and at least a few shots per week in the case of spirits. Binge drinkers are those who binge drunk at least once in the last year.
We tackle the possibility that consumption by different household members has different effects by considering, for the youth subsample, three (drink specific) dummies, called Father consumer, Mother consumer and Siblings consumer, taking value one if the father, the mother or at least a sibling is a usual drinker (or a binge drinker).
As mentioned above, an important feature of our measures of consumption by other household members is that they are not based on perception by the individual considered, but rather constructed on the base of actual consumption declared by each household member. Indeed, regression estimators are inconsitent when perceived measure is used instead of correctly-measure group behaviour (Norton et al., 2003) .
Control variables
Besides consumption by other household members (and indeed to make the coefficients of the above dummies meaningfully interpretable), we always control for family characteristics. For the full sample, we account for the overall number of household members (Family components) and for the overall number of children in the household (Children). For the youth subsample, we still account for the number of Family components, but we also measure the number of each individual's siblings living in the household (Siblings); we further include two dummies, Single parent (father) and Single parent (mother), for households in which only the father or only the mother is present; and we extensively (and separately) control for the father and the mother's education, employment status and job position.
Differences in alcohol consumption may be due, besides to social life, to other household members' consumption habits and to family characteristics, to a number of other individual or contextual variables. To account for this, we include in our regressions several controls, capturing personal information (age, age squared, sex, marital status, recent mover, health status), education (primary, secondary or college), employment status (employed, unemployed or inactive), job position (eight job variables, which, together with education and, in the case of youths, together with parents' education and job position, proxy for differences in individual and family income), a number of individual habits (smoking, practicing sports, reading books and newspapers, talking of politics), individual satisfaction (with respect to last year comparison, economic situation, health, family, friends and leisure), a set of neighbourhood characteristics (crime, urban blight, association density) and regional and survey year fixed effects.
Model specification
In our basic analysis, we run ordered probit regressions for wine, beer and spirits consumption. To check that we are not picking up spurious results, we run an analogous regression for water consumption. To investigate binge drinking, we run a probit regression. We always include all the above listed controls, but only present estimated coefficients for the variables of interest. The effects of controls are discussed in detail in the Appendix.
We analyse three different specifications of the model. In the first one we regress consumption, besides on controls, only on the frequency of friends meeting and on the other measures of social relations/interaction. In the second one, which is our key specification, we add to the regressors consumption by other household members. In the third one, to control for unobserved heterogeneity, we also add to the regressors a dummy for regular alcohol consumption out of meals.
The third specification is motivated by the fact that, notwithstanding our wide array of control variables, we cannot rule out that the correlation we find between alcohol consumption and our variables of interest is not to some degree spurious, in the sense of reflecting some unobserved heterogeneity. One way to address this issue is to include among the regressors some plausible proxy for such unobserved heterogeneity.
7 A good candidate is the propensity to drink alcohol out of meals. If we suspect that the effect of friends is indeed spurious and due to some underlying unobserved characteristic, it is likely that this latter characteristic affects not only consumption of specific alcoholic beverages, but, more broadly, participation to any out of meals drinking. In this case, including the propensity to drink alcohol out of meals in the regression should capture much of the relevant unobserved heterogeneity. In other words, we identify the effects of social relations and of consumption by other household members by comparing individuals who not only have otherwise similar individual and contextual characteristics, but who are also similar in terms of out of meals alcohol drinking.
Specifically, we include among regressors a dummy variable, called Out of meals, for the habit of drinking alcohol out of meals at least a few times a week. Notice that this dummy is not drink specific, but rather encompasses any form of alcohol consumption. Moreover, it is not defined in terms of consumption levels, but rather in terms of participation. Yet, it is worth stressing that, rather than making hard claims of exogeneity, we include it to check whether our results of interest are robust.
Results: drinking together
We present here the effects of our variables of interest. We first consider the three specifications for the full sample and then investigate whether youths display any difference.
Effects of friends and social life outside the family
In our first specification, we only introduce social relations and interactions outside home, besides control variables. The first three columns of Table 1 show our first clear evidence of the importance of social life outside the family for 'drinking together'. Specifically, all forms of alcohol consumption (wine, beer and spirits) are positively and significantly correlated with the frequency of friends meeting, with going out to shows and to dance, and with participation to any kind of associations (only the coefficient of Olson associations for Beer is not significant). The only form of social interaction that is negatively and significantly related to alcohol consumption is going to church, possibly because of religion's emphasis on the virtue of moderation. It is interesting to notice that both the coefficient of Friends and that of No friends are always significant, with opposite sign. This means that, compared to intermediate frequencies of friends meeting, joining friends more often significantly raises all forms of alcohol consumption and meeting friends less often significantly reduces them. In other words, we find no evidence of a U-shaped relationship between alcohol consumption and friendship, but rather a monotonic relationship.
When we run an analogous regression for water consumption (column 4 of Table 1), we find that it increases with going to shows and to dance, reflecting a 'thirst effect', and decreases with association participation; but, crucially, the coefficients of friends meeting are insignificant for water. Thus the significant monotonic relationship between friends meeting and consumption of wine, beer and spirits truly reflects something specific to drinking alcohol together, rather than a general thirst effect (possibly induced by activities carried out with friends). Moreover, the coefficient of church is reversed in sign (but still significant), so people who attend church do not drink less in general (quite to the contrary), but they specifically drink less alcohol.
Column 5 of Table 1 shows that the effects of friends and social life outside home on binge drinking are analogous to those on wine, beer and spirits consumption. The only difference is that the probability of binge drinking does not significantly rise when passing from meeting friends less often than once a month to at most once a week, but it only significantly rises when passing to frequencies higher than once a week.
Effects of consumption by other household members
In our second and key specification, we add to the previous regressors the controls for consumption by other household members. The first rows of Table 2 show that all the coefficients of friends and social life outside the family are unaffected in sign, significance and essentially even in magnitude, so the above results are robust. More interestingly, the last rows show the importance of consumption by other household members for individual drinking behaviour. In particular, there is a positive and significant correlation between individual consumption of wine, beer and spirits and consumption of the same beverage by other household members. Interestingly, this positive correlation is also present for water consumption, so that it might reflect a process of family influence in drinking habits formation, which is not just related to alcohol. Finally, we find a positive and significant effect of binge drinking by other household components on an individual's probability to binge drink, so that the general result holds for binge drinking as well. As we might expect, in all regressions the coefficient is rising in the fraction of other household members that are usual drinkers (or binge drinkers): the higher the fraction of other household members who adopt a certain behaviour, the stronger is their effect on individual adoption of the same behaviour.
Unobserved heterogeneity?
As mentioned in the previous section, the above results identify significant correlations, but, despite our long list of controls, we cannot entirely rule out the possibility that they are driven by some form of unobserved heterogeneity, correlated, say, with both the propensity to consume alcohol and to meet friends. To rule out this possibility, our third specification adds to the above regressors the dummy for drinking alcohol out of meals at least a few times a week. As shown in the last row of Table 3 , its coefficient is positive and significant, as expected. More interestingly, in all regressions the coefficients on consumption by other household members and on going to shows are essentially unaffected; and those on going to dance and to church, as well as those on friends meeting, are reduced in magnitude, but are all confirmed in sign and significance (the only exception is Friends in the wine regression, which remains positive but becomes insignificant; yet notice that No friends remains significant, and negative, even in that regression). Overall, the conclusion we draw from this exercise is that the the above results are very robust.
Do youths drink together differently?
Tables 4, 5 and 6 report the relevant coefficients for the sample of young people (aged 15-30 and living with parents), under our three specifications. Starting with wine, beer and spirits (columns 1 to 3), the main results found for the full sample, concerning the effects of friendship, social life and consumption by other household members, are all confirmed in the sample of youths. The main difference is that, for wine and spirits, the frequency of friends meeting loses some of its significance. Specifically, only meeting friends very seldom is significant (and negative) for wine consumption, whereas only meeting them very often is significant (and positive) for spirits consumption. This holds under any specification.
The youth subsample allows us to single out the potentially different effects of living with a father, a mother or at least a sibling who is a usual (drinkspecific) consumer (relative to living with a father, a mother or all siblings, respectively, who are not usual drinkers). While all these effects are significant and positive, we may notice that mother's consumption is more influential than father's consumption for wine, whereas for beer and spirits it is the other way around. This result holds even when controlling for alcohol consumption out of meals, suggesting that it might reflect the disproportionate frequency of wine drinking during meals in Italy and a higher frequency of meals with the mother than with the father. In turn, having at least a sibling who is a regular drinker raises consumption of any alcoholic drinks by more than having either parent who is a usual drinker.
Column 5 of Tables 4, 5 and 6 shows results for binge drinking. Interestingly, going to shows and meeting friends appear to be occasions for binge drinking for the whole sample, but not for youths. In turn, going to dance, participation to any associations and church attendance are all significantly correlated to binge drinking, with exactly the same sign for youths as for the entire population. Living with a father, a mother, or at least a sibling who binge drunk in the last year significantly raises the probability of binge drinking, with the magnitude of the effect increasing in this order. Finally, these results hold irrespective of whether or not we control for alcohol out of meals.
Conclusions
Based on a large sample of Italian individuals in 2002 and 2005, we present evidence that alcohol consumption is a socially enjoyed good and that family influence is important for drinking behaviour. More specifically, after controlling for a great number of covariates, as well as for potential unobserved heterogeneity and possible spurious 'thirst' effects, we find that almost any form of social life (from meeting friends to going to shows and to dance, to social and political involvement) significantly raises consumption of any kind of alcoholic beverage (wine, beer and spirits) and even binge drinking. In particular, contrary to the possible expectation of a U-shaped relationship between friendship and drinking, we find a monotonic relationship. A monotonic relationship is also found between individual drinking and drinking intensity by other household members. This general pattern holds both for youths and for the entire population, but, interestingly, youths display a few peculiarities. First, the frequency of friends meeting is not significant for youth binge drinking (whereas other forms of social life, like going dancing, maintain their positive and significant correlation). Second, whereas the father's behaviour has a stronger impact on children's consumption of beer and spirits, as well as on their binge drinking, the mother's behaviour is more important for wine consumption. Moreover, having at least a sibling who is a usual drinker or a binge drinker has a stronger impact on the same behaviour than having either parent who is a usual drinker or a binge drinker. Importantly, these results are not based on individual perception of other household members' behaviour, but rather on their own self reported drinking, appropriately matched.
Appendix: descriptive statistics and effects of controls Table 7 and Table 8 present summary statistics for all variables, for the full sample and the youth sample, respectively 8 . Here we describe the effects of our control variables for alcohol consumption and binge drinking, in our key specification 9 .
Effects of controls on wine, beer and spirits
The main effects of our controls on wine, beer and spirits consumption for the full population sample are the following. Alcohol consumption significantly increase with age, but at a decreasing rate. Women drink significantly less alcohol than men. Both marriage and health significantly raise all forms of consumption. Education significantly reduces consumption of beer, but not of wine and spirits. Being a recent movers has no significant effect. Although we have no direct information on income, its effects are largely captured by employment status and job position (together with education levels). Not surprisingly, then, these variables play an important role. Individual habits are also significantly correlated with alcohol consumption. In particular, alcohol consumption is positively and significantly correlated with smoking, practicing sports and talking of politics, and negatively with reading books and newspapers. Living in a large family significantly raises consumption of beer and spirits, but not of wine, whereas the number of children in the household is not significantly associated to any form of alcohol consumption. In turn, some characteristics of the social and residential context show a significant correlation, but the general picture is ambiguous. Urban blight raises consumption of wine and spirits, but not of beer. Residing in an area characterised by high crime rates has unclear effects (negative on wine, positive on beer and not significant for spirits).
Since we want to assess whether alcohol consumption is significantly related to participation to certain forms of associational life, it is important to control for the 'supply side' of associational life opportunities. We find that the 8 The definition of most personal information variables is obvious. We have a dummy for having moved in the last year and one for good health status. Education is captured by dummies for primary, secondary and college degree. We include in regressions the dummies for employed and unemployed and use individuals out of the labour force as reference category. The eight job position dummies capture higher managers, lower managers, white collars, blue collars, entrepreneurs, professionals, self-employed and others. Smoking is captured by the number of cigarettes per day; we have a dummy for usual sport practice, one for reading newspapers at least 3-4 days per week, one for having read any book (unrelated to either school or job) in the last year, and one for talking of politics at least a few times a month. Satisfaction variables are dummies for the respective domain. Crime and urban blight are dummies for criminality risks and for the presence of either dirt, street lightening or pavement condition problems in the residential area. Association density is the number of cultural and recreational associations per 100,000 inhabitants in the region of residence and measures the supply of social participation opportunities.
9 For the sake of space, coefficients are not presented, but are available from the authors upon request. density of cultural and recreational associations in the region of residence is significantly related to wine and spirits consumption, positively with the former and negatively with the latter, and is not significant for beer consumption.
To minimise the risk that the correlations we are after are driven by unobserved individual characteristics, we introduce a number of happiness variables. This allows us to capture the effect of social relations net of individual satisfaction for relational life, and the effect of consumption by other household members net of family satisfaction. Moreover, satisfaction for other life domains captures much of the unobserved heterogeneity that might induce individuals to drink more or less. Two clear results emerge. First, not only health status, but also health satisfaction significantly increases alcohol consumption. Second, all forms of alcohol consumption are negatively and significantly related to family satisfaction. In turn, satisfaction for other life domains displays less clear correlations with alcohol consumption.
Turning to the youth subsample, a few differences emerge. Health status and education are not significant anymore (except for some effect of secondary education). Especially in the case of health, this is clearly due to lower sample variance. Smoking and talking of politics maintain a positive and significant correlation with alcohol consumption by youths, whereas the correlation with other individual habits is less clear. Recall that for youths we not only control for the number of family components and of siblings, but also for the mother and the father's education, employment status and job position, and for having only one parent living in the household. A bit surprisingly, the general picture is that most of these family characteristics are not individually significant. Yet it remains important to control for them, in order to reduce omitted variable problems. Social and residential context characteristics are not significant (except for a negative correlation between spirits and both crime and association density). Health satisfaction is not significant anymore (again due to lower variance), whereas the negative and significant correlation between all forms of alcohol consumption and family satisfaction is confirmed.
Effects of controls on binge drinking
When considering the effects of controls on the probability of binge drinking, many confirmations and a few differences from the above analysis emerge. Age significantly raises the probability of binge drinking (at a decreasing rate) only for youths, whereas it is not significant for the whole sample. Women are significantly less likely to binge drink than men (irrespective of age). Recent movers binge drink with the same probability as the rest of the sample. Health is slightly significant (and positive) only for youths. Education, employment status and job position largely lose their significance (except for some evidence that jobs that are either heavier or more stressful and better paid favour binge drinking). Among individual habits, smoking and talking of politics display a positive and significant correlation with binge drinking as with alcohol consumption, whereas sport practice and reading books are slightly significant (and positive) only for the youth subsample. Most family characteristics are not individually signifi-cant, apart for some evidence that youths living with a single parent are more likely to binge drink than those living with both parents. Urban blight and crime are significant for the whole sample, but not for youths, whereas association density is not significant for either sample. Finally, binge drinking is negatively and significantly related to family satisfaction, whereas satisfaction for other aspects of life is less significant. Notes: We run ordered probit regressions for consumption of Wine, Beer, Water and Spirits; and a probit regression for Binge drinking. Robust standard errors, clustered by household, are reported in parentheses. ***, ** and * indicate coefficient significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. All regressions include regional dummies, survey year fixed effects and the set of controls presented in Table 7 , with the exception of Out of meals and of the dummies for consumption by the other household members (0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75% and 75-100%). The base category for the friendship variables is the intermediate frequency of friends meeting (Friends medium). Notes: We run ordered probit regressions for consumption of Wine, Beer, Water and Spirits; and a probit regression for Binge drinking. Robust standard errors, clustered by household, are reported in parentheses. ***, ** and * indicate coefficient significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. All regressions include regional dummies, survey year fixed effects and the set of controls presented in Table 7 , with the exception of Out of meals. The base category for the friendship variables is the intermediate frequency of friends meeting (Friends medium). The base category for consumption by the other household members is 0-25%, a dummy equal to 1 if the percentage of other household members lies between 0% and 25%. Notes: We run ordered probit regressions for consumption of Wine, Beer, Water and Spirits; and a probit regression for Binge drinking. Robust standard errors, clustered by household, are reported in parentheses. ***, ** and * indicate coefficient significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. All regressions include regional dummies, survey year fixed effects and the set of controls presented in Table 7 . The base category for the friendship variables is the intermediate frequency of friends meeting (Friends medium).
The base category for consumption by the other household members is 0-25%, a dummy equal to 1 if the percentage of other household members lies between 0% and 25%. 
